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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for ail 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1,4-8,10-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Das et al. (US 7,1 16.944) in view of Wei et al. (US 7,170,876). 



Regarding claim 1 , Das teaches a method for improving the reliability of a channel 
quality indicator (CQI) message in a wireless communications network, comprising the 
steps of: 

a) receiving the CQI message (see figs. 2,5; col. 4. line 58 to col. 5, line 3); 

b) decoding the CQI message (see figs. 2,5; col. 4, line 58 to col. 5, line 3); 

c) computing a decision metric value for each symbol in the CQI message (see figs. 2 
and 5); 

d) determining a largest decision metric value; 

e) determining a second largest decision metric value (see col. 7, lines 26-47). In this 
case, since Das teaches comparing Maximum CQI with a threshold, and comparing CQI 
change of current and previous CQI values to a threshold, therefore Das obviously 
teaches determining a largest decision metric value and determining a second largest 
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decision metric value.); and 

f) comparing the values obtained in steps (d) and (e). However, Das does not mention 
determining the reliability of the CQI message based on the result of the comparison of 
the largest decision metric value and the second largest decision metric value. Wei, in 
an analogous art, teaches a method of using a CQI decoder to configure to determine 
that the received bits do not clearly correspond to a valid codeword hypothesis which 
indicates a potential presence of errors (see col. 7, lines 45-64). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was 
made to provide the above teaching of Wei to Das in order for the combined system to 
report the potential for errors or erasures resulting from the errors to a scheduler (see 
col. 7, lines 45-64). 

Regarding claim 4, the combination of Das and Wei teaches the method of claim 1, 
further comprising the step of: discarding the CQI message when the comparison fails 
to meet a given criteria (see Wei, col. 7, lines 45-64). 

Regarding claim 5, the combination of Das and Wei teaches the criteria in step (g) is if 
the difference between the largest decision value and the second largest decision value 
is less than a predetermined value (see fig. 5 of Das). 

Regarding claims 6 and 7, it is well known in the art that the limitations recited in claims 
6 and 7 are based oh the design choice of the system to operate under a certain 
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threshold. Therefore, it is obvious that the combined system of Das and Wei can be 
configured to cover the thresholds indicated in the claims. 

Regarding claim 8, the combination of Das and Wei teaches the criteria in step (g) is if 
the ratio of the second largest decision value to the largest decision value is greater 
than a predetermined value because the difference of the CQI values taught by Das is 
the ratio between them in "log" term. 

Regarding claim 10, the combination of Das and Wei teaches a method for improving 
the reliability of a received message representing quality of a transmission channel in a 
wireless communication system, comprising the steps of: receiving a channel quality 
indicator (CQI) message from a wireless transmit and receive unit (WTRU) (see figs. 
2,5; col. 4, line 58 to col. 5, line 3); b) decoding the CQI message (see figs. 2,5; col. 4, 
line 58 to col. 5, line 3); c) obtaining at least two different values representative of the 
decoded CQI message; and d) comparing the at least two values to determine the 
reliability of the CQI message (see figs. 2 and 5). 

Regarding claim 11, the combination of Das and Wei teaches the method of claim 10, 
further comprising the step of: taking an action based upon the results of step (d) (see 
figs. 2 and 5). 
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Regarding claim 12, the combination of Das and Wei teaches that step (e) includes 
providing outer loop power control (see Wei, col. 13, lines 1 1-21 and TABLE 1). 

Regarding claim 13, the rejection of claim 1 regarding steps d) and e) is herein 
incorporated. 

Regarding claim 14, the combination of Das and Wei teaches step (d) includes 
calculating a difference between the decision metric having the largest magnitude and 
the decision metric having the second largest magnitude, in decibels (see TABLE 1 of 
Wei). 

Regarding claim 15, the includes the limitations as that of claim 8, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 8. 

Regarding claim 16, the includes the limitations as that of claim 1, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 17 the system according to claim 16, further comprising action means 
for performing an action responsive to a given number of CQI errors received by said 
base station, the combination of Das and Wei teaches (see col. 7, lines 45-64). 
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Regarding claim 18, the includes the limitations as that of claim 12, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 12. 

Regarding claim 19, the combination of Das and Wei teaches that the generating 
means includes calculating means for calculating a downlink signal-to-interference ratio 
(see fig. 11 of Das). 

Regarding claim 20, the includes the limitations as that of claim 5, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 5. 

Regarding claim 21, the includes the limitations as that of claim 8, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 8. 

Regarding claim 22, the includes the limitations as that of claim 5, and therefore is 
Interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 5. 

Regarding claim 23, the includes the limitations as that of claim 1, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 24, the includes the limitations as that of claim 17, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 17. 
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Regarding claim 20, the includes the limitations as that of claim 5, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 5. 

Regarding claim 25, the includes the limitations as that of claim 18, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 18. 

Regarding claim 26, the includes the limitations as that of claim 20, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 20. 

Regarding claim 27, the includes the limitations as that of claim 21, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 21. 

Regarding claim 28, the includes the limitations as that of claim 22, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 22. 

Regarding claim 29, the includes the limitations as that of claim 1, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 1. 

Regarding claim 30, the includes the limitations as that of claim 26, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 26. 
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Regarding claim 31, the includes the limitations as that of claim 27, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 27. 

Regarding claim 32, the includes the limitations as that of claim 28, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 28. 

Regarding claim 33, the includes the limitations as that of claim 29, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 29. In 
addition, Reed-Muller decoder are well known in the art (see US 2003/0095532). 

Regarding claim 34, the includes the limitations as that of claim 30, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 30. 

Regarding claim 35, the includes the limitations as that of claim 31, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 31 . 

Regarding claim 36, the includes the limitations as that of claim 32, and therefore is 
interpreted and rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of claim 32. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 



3. Claims 2,3, and 9 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MINH D. DAO whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7851 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, MATTHEW ANDERSON can be reached on 571-272-4177. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomriation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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